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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
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the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
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Compulsory REVISION comments Suggestion: The introduction could be summarized and theusual protein supplement (GNC and CSC) could be discussedsince the main point of this review is to show the neem cakecapacity as protein supplement in relation to the others.Also, no information about A. indica was cited in theintroduction.In my view, before this manuscript can be considered, amajor rewrite is needed to reduce repetitions and have afocus on the beneficial impact of neem diet. It isrecommended to have the manuscript proof read by a nativeEnglish speaker with competency in scientific writing.
Minor REVISION comments Authors have to decide if they will use the full name or theabbreviation and make it homogeneous in the text.Do you believe that it's interesting to remove the bioactivesor just debitterizing the cake? Authors comment about thebiological active: against what? There are a lot of recentarticles about the antiparasitic effect of A. indica (ticks,gastrointestinal nematodes). No comments about it weredone. I believe that A. indica is more promising as a nutrientthan as antiparasitic which justifies the bioactive removal,but I didn't see this information/discussion in the review.
Optional/General comments Most of the references are concentrated in the 80' 90'sdecades:  we have about 1 reference in 60's, 13 in 70's, 20 in80's, 18 in 90's, 9 between 2001-2005, 4 between 2006-2010 and 3 between 2011 and 2012. So I believe that it'simportant to check recent publications to make the reviewmore updated.
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